IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE
ANGEL GALINDEZ,
Defendant Below, No. 372, 2013
Appellant,
V. Court Below—Superior Court
of the State of Delaware,

in and for New Castle County
Cr. ID 1204000598

STATE OF DELAWARE,

Plaintiff Below,
Appellee.

w W W W W W W W W W W

Submitted: December 20, 2013
Decided: January 30, 2014

BeforeBERGER, JACOBS, andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 30" day of January 2014, upon consideration of theskgt's
Supreme Court Rule 26(c) brief, his attorney's orto withdraw, and the
State's response thereto, it appears to the Guairt t

(1) A Superior Court jury convicted the defendappalant, Angel
Galindez, of two counts of Robbery in the First Bgand one count of
Conspiracy in the Second Degree. The Superior tGmntenced Galindez
to a total period of twenty-two years at Level Vcanceration to be
suspended after serving eight years in prison fecrehsing levels of

supervision. This is Galindez’s direct appeal.



(2) Galindez’s counsel on appeal has filed a baied a motion to
withdraw pursuant to Rule 26(c). Galindez’s coliresserts that, based
upon a complete and careful examination of thertedbere are no arguably
appealable issues. By letter, Galindez’'s attormdgrmed him of the
provisions of Rule 26(c) and provided Galindez vétbopy of the motion to
withdraw and the accompanying brief. Galindez alss informed of his
right to supplement his attorney's presentatior, H®uhas not raised any
issues for this Court's consideration. The Stagerbsponded to the position
taken by Galindez’s counsel and has moved to affirenSuperior Court's
judgment.

(3) This Court’'s review of a motion to withdraw andn
accompanying brief under Rule 26(c) is twofold:) (ais Court must be
satisfied that defense counsel has made a conscisrgxamination of the
record and the law for arguable claims; and (9 @ourt must conduct its
own review of the record and determine whether appeal is so totally
devoid of at least arguably appealable issuesitltain be decided without

an adversary presentation.

"Penson v. Ohio, 488 U.S. 75, 83 (1988McCoy v. Court of Appeals of Wisconsin, 486
U.S. 429, 442 (1988Andersv. California, 386 U.S. 738, 744 (1967).



(4) We have reviewed the record carefully and hawmecluded that
Galindez's appeal is wholly without merit and delaf any arguably
appealable issue. We also are satisfied that @Gia counsel has made a
conscientious effort to examine the record and ld#ve and has properly
determined that Galindez could not raise a medatariclaim in this appeal.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the State's omtio
affirm is GRANTED. The judgment of the SuperioruCois AFFIRMED.
The motion to withdraw is moot.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Jack B. Jacobs
Justice




